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ABSTRACT

Q-METHOD 20 YEARS LATER: ITS USES AND ABUSES
IN COMMUNICATIONS RESEARCH
by
Leonard Freeman, Temple University, Philadelphia, Pa.
Spring 1974

William Stephenson's Q methodology has been linked to the
future of communications research by some, and condemned as
"treacherous'" by cihers. This study rrviews the uses of Q in
published mass cemmunications research over the past 20 years
since the appearance of Stephenson's bench-mark text, The Study
of Behavior: Q Technique and its Methodology, and provides an
assessment of Q's strengths and weaknesses for communications
research on the basis of that review.

A number of methodological issues are discussed, with special
attention being given to the use of parametric statistics, free
vs. forced sorts, distribution shape, number and makeup of items,
subject selection, the importance of building items that "do not
matter" into sorts, and the relationship between distribution

chama arnd d+am Anadaon
N on.

The survey found thirty .ass communicatior studies, published
in English, in the scholarly journals related to mass communicatiois
during the years 1953-1972., The studies usad four Q techniques:
1) the Traditional Sort; 2) the Modified Free Sort, using a question-
naire format; 3) a '"Maclean'" variation, testing objects rather than
persons; and 4) Q Factor Analysis, reflecting Cattell's rather than
Stephenson's viewpoint on Q. The studies used Q for performing live
basic functions: 1) State of Affairs preferences; 2) Issues prefcr-
ences; 3) Catekeeping; 4) Congruence; and 5) Prediction.

The studies were critiqued individually for their performance
in five methodological areas: basic considerations, item selection,
subject selection, distribution design, and analytic treatment of
data. The results suggest that 1) item design and 2) support for
the choice of distribution shape are trouble spots in the use of
Q for communications research to date,
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In 1953 William Stephenson's The Study of Behaviors « Tech-

nigue and Its Methodology was published, evoking comments ranging
| 1

|
from "treacherous"
|

the year to a.ssessment."2 In his book Stephenson outlined the

to “the most important single contribution of

practice and rationzie for the use of ¢ method in social sciences
research; and although Q has been the center of controversies, it
nas been largely accepvted into the arsenal of snecial seiences
research tools and put to increasing use,

In mass communication research, as putlished in lnglish-
language journals, @ was slow in being adopted, The first article
with a clear identification as a 4 study using Stephenson's approach
appeared some 10 years la.ter.3 But since that time {'s use haé
proliferated rapidly. by 1965 § was being linked to the future
of communications research;uAand in 1972 seven articles or research
briefs using Q were published in mass communications journals,

This study reviews the uses of @ in published mass
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comnunications research over the past 20 years since Stephenson's
book appeared, and provides an assessment of Q's strengths and
weaknesses for communications research on the basis of that
review, Specifically, the study addresses i;self to the following
questions: 1) What are the important methodological controversy
areas with respect to  that a communications researcher should
be aware of in making use of it? 2) What afe the primary tech-
niques and functions used with Q in mass communications studies?
3) How have ﬂhe studies to date performed with respect to the
nethodologicél issues? &) Are theneény recurring trouble spots
where q has been consistently misused, ox impoxtant mattexs

regularly overlooked, in the studies to date?

Method
The literature was searched extensively for articles and

research briefs which used @-technique, or a clear variation thereof,
and were published in English-language journals related to mass
communications during the years 1953-1972 inclusive. Secondly, the
methodclogical literature was searched and the major issues and con-
troversies noted and analyzed with respect to communications applica-
tions, Thirdly, a list of criteria for the assessment of q~technique

with communication studies was compiled on the basis of the pre-
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ceding analysis and a general review of the literature.
Fourthly, the Q-articles were subjected to two types of
analysiss A) the primary approaches to use of Q with these
studies were identified and categorized in terms of 1) tech-
niques end ii) functions) and B) the criteria for adequate
use were applied to the articlex individually, and the data
overall examined to identify trouble spots.

The reliability of the c¢riteria coding was checked

through intercoder agreement, The author's codings were
used for the analysis in this swudy., An alternate coder
was provided with the articles, a set of instructions, (see
Appendix), and given a brief practice session using non-
communications Q studies, The author and the alternate
coder were in agreement on 79,5% of the total decision pos«
sibilities, (208 differences out of 1015 decisions).
Literature Search: To find the published reports of

communications research using Q, Bibliographic Index (Vols,

&-12) was first searched for thLe target years, 1953-1972
inclusive, under the topics of communication, commurication
research, mass media, and mass madia research, Three basic
bibliographies were searched: Psychological Abstracts; (Vols,
27-46, 1952-1972) A Computerized Bibliography of Mass Com-
munications Research, 1944-1964, Danielson and Wilhoit, 1967

and Mass Communication: A Research Bibliography, Hansen and

Parsons, 1968.“BIn addition each issue of the followlng peri-
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odicals was searched for the entire periods A=~V Communication

Review (Vols, 1-20, 1953-1972), Gazette (Vols. 1-18, 1955-1972),

Journal of Broadcasting (Vols. 1-17:1, 1956-1972), Journal of

Communication (Vols, 3-22, 1953-1972), gggggg;;sm Quarterly

(vols, 30-49, 1953-1972), and Public Cpinion  uarterly (Vols,
17-36, 1953-1972). Thirty articles were found, These are identi-
fied in Appendix A, Twenty-three of the thirty were found in

one source; Journalism cuarterly,

Toi £ind the apprepriate methodological articles and texts

Bibliographic Index and the above mentioned three bihliographies

Wwere again searched, In addition brown's "Bibliography on
Technique and Its Methodology"’ was searched, along with the
Annual Review of Fsychology for the entire vperiod under the tovic
""", and "Articles on tass Communication in U, S, and loreign
Journals" under the topic of "research methods" in the numbers of

Journalism Quarterly for the periocd, Other references were taken

from the articles themselves, The methodol zical articles and texte
used in this study are listed in Appendix B,

Limitations: Dissertations and other papers not published

in the journals noted above were not included in tne study.

The critiques were of the research as it was reported in

_the literature, The actual studies may have differed from the maﬁner

in which they were reported, i.e., data on item design or distribution
shape choice may be lacking in an article although the author did .n
fact do good work in these areas. But this could not be assumed to be

true without support and thus the studles were critiqued as repor-ted.




Validity: A rough validation of the Criteria for Assess-
ment of the Q studies was performed. The author checked his own

assessment of the relative validity of each criteria item with

those of two communications' professors faﬁiliar with ¢ method
and its literature: Drs, £dward Trayes and Thomas Gordon, Temple
University, rhiladelphia, Pennsylvania, A Flve point "validity"
scale was used, |

There vwas general, positive, agreement on 22 out of the
25 criteria 'itens (average score 4.0 or better on the 5 point scale),
For the thrée "non-unaninous" 1tems} (1tems Ili11, 1132, Vi7--see

ses 27 and 26), the split was 2 to 3 in favor of each item,

It;m ¥:7 scored the lowest overall average of 3.0,

liethodological Controversy Areas

In the typical 4 study a group 6f items is collected
with reference to some particular area of interest., The items may
be statements, whole or parts of articles, photographs, advertisemenis,
headlines oxr the like--any group of data that can be conbined into
a-set for sorting by an-individual., An individual then sorts the iﬁems

into a forced distribution, usually some variation on the bell=-shape,
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according *o a set of instructions such as: *"Sort these
from statements which most describe you to statements
which least describe you," The resulting Q-array is then
transformed into a set of standard scores, and correlatedl
with sorts by other people who sorted under the same con-
ditions with the same items, or with another sort by the
same person on some different criterion, The resulting cor-
relaticaus are then factor analyzed and "typal" Qe-arrays
created for each factor, The statistical treatment may
vary, but the basic Q-technigue is the sort by an individual,
‘"he issues of controversy with regard to the use of
Q=-methold includes the use of parametric statistics, free
vs, forced sorts, the shape of the Q distribution, the num-
ber of items, the criteria for item makeup,; and subject
selection,
Uze of Parametric Statistics
The Q-sort process, as described above, is in essence
a rank-order procedure., But ranking is normally thought of.
as profucing ordinal data for which only nonparametric sta-
tistical tools are appropriate, How is it then that Q, a
basinally rank-order procedure, uses parametric tools of
analysis such as Pearson's "r*, factor analysis, and "F®
analysis of variance, when parametric statistical tools are
usually thought of as reguiring interval or ratio data?

The question has three facets with regard to Qs

1) the neutral, or distensive, zero baset 2) the equality
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)

of intervals: and 3) the adequacy of "approximate" data,

Neutral zero. Stephenson's rationale and prime claim
for Q as a powerful methodology capable of using the para-
metric approaches of factor analysié (and even analysls of
variance) is rooted in the fact that Q-sorting is basically
a gelf-reference operation, “Every measurement involves

the self explicitly, as a self concept or the lz'l.ke.'"6A

'In Q-nethod . + » 2ll measurements retain self-reference."éb

The persons performing Q-sorts usueily sort items
with reference to themselves, along a continuum from & posi-
tive (+), through a neutral (0), ‘o a negative (-) pole

(most favorable to least favorable, agree-disagree, etc, ),

- P T S ann &t b 3
Tho viuchel climlud, from the ciotistisol ctendpeint e the

neutral sector because it is here that one réaches a base for
transforming the sort from ordinal ranking into interval,
and even ratio, data reflecting a more solid base in the
real world and allowing for the use of paranetric statistics.
The neutral point is point zerc for transforming the sort
data into standard scoreg-~"pure numbers whose mean is zero
and standard deviation is 1,0."7
This zero, because it is at a point of not matter-
ing to the person, is necessarily at the same abQ
solute level for all persons, for all Q-sorts, for
all conditions of instruction for a given XYZ situa-

tion, 8
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Thus, "the scores given to the statements by different individuals
are comparable-~-the zero on all scales is the same absolute value
for everyone."9 The transfer to pure numbers-~standard scores--
provides the data in intervals, and the ‘basic self reference of

neutrality for each person provides an absolute zero~--the basic

necessity for ratio data. This establishes a flexible but suffi-

cient ground fur using parametric statistics with § data.lo

This points up, hovwever, a very important criterion in

the selecﬁion of ¢-sort items., There must be neutral itenms.
"The w-sample is chosen so that many statements do not matter

(Stephenson’s emphasis) to the subject..."11

(This implies in
turn that one must know something about the persons undexr study
and about the items being sorted,)

If there is not a large number of neutral statements
in the sort, then in using a "forced" quasi-normal distribution--
or any forced distribution--one runs the risk of having items
which do not reflect an absolute zero, for the person sorting,

being allocated to that position.12

This then calls into question
the validity of a study, (For example, if all the items in a
sort were "live" items for an individual--such as, he got upset at
any mention of "mother", to which all the items referred--then

no matter what kind of distribution he or she was forced or

free to sort the items into, there would be in fact no
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absolute zero for that person reflected in the study).

e any

Equal intervals, Even with.the absolute zero point

(or *distensive zero" as Stephenson calls it13) there is
still question as to whether the sort decisions do in
fact reflect real intervals for the individual sorters;
and Cronbach and Gleser criticiz:» Q for the lack of equal

14 The assumption of equal intervals is a large

intervals,
one., There is no question that :he standard scores pro-
vide neat, clean intervals; the only question is to what
extent these reflect the real magnitude of the sorter's
intervals,

In a Q=study by this suthor, fer example.lj severl
respondents reported that they were much more favorable
about items they placed at the highest end of their
forced distribution sort than they were negative about
items placed at the lowest end of the scale, The impli-
cation is that a Q-yort may provide a solid reality base
in the distensive zero of "it doesn't matter*, but that
the subsequent intervals on either side of that zero mean
may not be asg precise as one would like, It is thus
probably appropriate that in the analysis of Q data the ex-

tremes of item placement receive particular attention,

while the “"in-betweens" are relatively neglected,




b

Approximation. The preceding dliscussion suggests

that although Q utilizes parametric techniques in treat-
ment of its data, it is not really producing the kind of
exact data usually associated with those techniques, Sev-

eral of the early reviews of Stephenson's Study of Behavisr,

particularly that by Cronbach and Gleser, attacked 1t on

precisely this point.16

Stephenson and his followers, such
as S. Brown, granted the velidity of those criticisms if
one accepted certain mathematical models; but they did

not accept those models for use with Q.

Stephenson does not approach the meaning and use of
the parametric tests commonly used with Q with the same
expectations of precision asgs do his critics, In fact one
might describe his position as the acceptance of approximu-
tion, rather than absolute precision, as the adequate stan-
dard for the use of statistics, In Stephenson's view, Q
is meant more for discovery than for verificationl’--it is
18 It is a fliw

1d tool--and the statistical techniques used with it are

primarily abductive rather than deductive,

intended to be taken and used in a similarly fluid mm'mer."'9
Thus Butler and Fiske recognized that Q-sortings
*yield no more than a set of ranks with an arbitrary num-

ber of ties.“zo

and that the appropriate statistic for
correlation would be Kendall's tauj; but then proceeded %o

move into the realm of parametric tools using the criterion

1
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of approximations Product moment correlations "satis-
factorily approximate® a matrix of tau calculationy they
argue, so they can be substituted, The same kind of
approximation extends one into the use of Thurstone's mul-
tiple factor analysis, Stephenson readily seems to accept
this kind of approach to statistical tools with Q,

Quite rough and ready procedures are adequate o o o

since one's real interest is in the psychology,

and not in any search for strict parameters or

the like of sophisticated smatisticians.zl
It should be clear then that the deta supplied by Q use of

Pearson's "r" and factor analysis, etec,, does not, and
should not be expected to, reflect the same precision
that thoese parametric tools may elsewhere,
ook
Even with this proviso it snould be further recog-
nized that some parametric ‘tools mey be less appropriate

than others, The use of analysis of variance with Q has

long been criticized and/or warned against.22 Whereas

the grosser abductive/inductive toul of factor analysis,

gearching for commonalities, can allow for more statistical
loosgeness; the more discriminate deductive analysis of
variance, trying to isolate and identify shades of differ=
ence, cannct, Despite Stephenson's references to analysis
of variance, Brown's search of the literature found

not « + « & single paper by Stephenson in which




analysis of variance is the primary analytie
method, and only a handful , . « in which he
mentions (it), end then in the form of a war-
ning that it ought not be given analytic promi-

nence, 23

In view of the previous discussion that warning should be
heeded,

If one finds it necessary to use analysi. of variance
with Q, two suggestions by Kerlinger should probably be
followed, 1) Use a fairly large number of items in the Q
sort and 2) raise the requiremean:s for statistical signifi-
cance--to the ,01 level, In mos¢ rases of statistical sig-
nificance with Q that Kerlinger encountered, he found F
ratios to be so high as to leave little doudt as to statls-
tical significance, With "borderline” F ratios one would
probably do well to be cautious in interpreting the statis-

tical significance of Q results.24

Forced vs, Free

The *"forced" nature of Q-=data, and in particular
the fact that they are typically forced into a2 bell-shaped
distribution, has been a source of controversy from the
beginning of Q discussions, Galto, picking up on Q's laék
of statistical independence, reported that "severe detfects
appear present for variance analysis tests of significence

when forced sorting is involved; moderate distortion, when
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free sort is used."25 And Jones, in a direct attack on
what he saw as the lnference implicit in the usual Q-sort
that "the distribution of the degree of development of the
universe of tralts within individugls is a quasi-normal
distribution",26 found in testing three different groups
that none chose the same free sort and that none chose
anything close to a bell-shaped curve, Instead they tended
to roughly approximate different variations on a U-ghaped
curve, It might even be argued that a free sort could
provide more closely winterval data*, (Jones reporis
that his "free" sorters feltl confident about their inter-
valg when queried on the point)27, and thus strengthen Q
gtatlSTICRa1LYes ALL vl Whid weould moam 4o fmnly that free
sorts should be substituted for the usual practice of
using forced sorts with a quasi-normal distribution, How=
ever the question is not qulte that simple,

The question of free vs. forced procedures in per-

sonality testing, and particularly the merits and poten-
tial dangers of forcing,have been discussed at length in

28 It is a

the literature on social research in general,
two-way street. The primary arguments for forcing are

that it eliminates "response-sets” which can crop up with
free procedures, provides data in convenient form for com-
parison and computation, and encourages the sorter to re-
veal levels of descrimination that he might not otherwise

in a "free" setting, On the con side it is asserted that
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gest
the data thus obtained may be in some sense the "c:eation"
of the tool itself; that the "unnaturalness of the forced
procedure wrecks the spontaneity” of the sorters desisions,
chances raising hostilivy and resisténce to the procedure,
and this increases distortion; and that the loss of "in-
dependence" is statistically damaging.

Even if one decides .o use a free sort, one must
decide "how free is free?" Jones “"free" sorts, referred
to above, dactually required the sorters to put at least
one card iﬁto each pile of a nine-point distribution of
equal-appearing intervals. And MacLean, in using & modi=-
Plcation of free sorts (wherein data secured through a
nuactianneiva ara trmanafarmed intna Oearrava) atreages the
importance of instructions which *"sort of urge them to
distribute (the items) across (the scale points) and to
work in a sort of normal distribution."29

What one has to keep in mind with Q is what one is
trying to do. As discussed above, Q is generally an abdue-
tive tool for discovery rather than verification; thus the
elimination of response sets and the evoking of more dis-
eriminations are desirable, while the exactness of statise
tical procedures is not as essential, Similarly one is
ugually interested in comparability of data, in communica-

tion studies., In & psychoanalytic situation where one

gubject is being tested over tlme the use of a free sort
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might provide valuable information by the variation in the
sort shapes, but most communication studles involve the
study of groups of people and the search for "types" for
which comparability of data is a priﬁary concern, For this
the forced sort is generally more convenient,

On the whole the forced procedure appears reliable,
Advocates of free sorts have argued that free sorts would
be more reliable and provide more data; but Block, and
similerly Frank, found that forced Q-sorts were at least
gs e¢table (reliable on re-test) as free sorts.30 And in
addition Block found that the forced sorts produced more

discriminations and no loss in psychological meaning of

dlha Amkn Avrer Hasrdaan mamumlummtt thad A Fuman ~acn de Wl b smvaa
wao w - e W @ c--od Wen Wan we etew wrabEna oy Yoawn ¥ -— e b W o W - “h-!-ooov - -

duce by analysis of differing sort shapes, could be found
in & forced sort by “examination of the Q-item order, i.e.,
itenm content."3l

Whether the free sort might produce a better inter=-
val is a moot point requiring furiher verification since
Livson and Nichols found that the sorters own judgement
about the "naturalness® of their surts was highly unreliable
and basically "irrelevant to reliability of judgement."Ba
The tonfidence" that Jones "free" sorters felt in their |
intervals is thus suspect, he Livson and Nichols study
further affirmed that "the Q sort does seem to be able to
say what the sorter wants to say despite the sorter's

doubts that his true impressions are 'coming through'."33
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Overall it appears that the use of a forced proce-

dure with Q is fairly well supported in the literature and

it is probadbly more appropriate for the bulk of communica-

tion studies than a "free" one,

Distribution Shape

The question of the shape also deserves some atten=-
tion, The common practice is to use a normal or quasi-
normal distribution with little explanation as to why. Yet

Jones stuéy clearly suggested that people would not freely

choose 2 5ell-shaped distribution.Bu

A key issue in the question of distribution shape
is item makeup, The use of a bell-shaped dlstribution
muUs L LE SUuppLLLEa LY LI LTem seLection Process, Bullt

in must be, as Stephenson suggests, many statements that

do not matter to the subjects and as approximately as

many for him to agree with as to dissgree with.35 Given
this kind of configuration in the item makeup one then
has a bagis for expecting a belle-shaped distribution to
emerge with many "neutrals" in the middle and roughly
equal amounts on either end.,

One practice, which appears in the literature occa=-
sionally, is that of basically dichotomizing the items for
sorting, A strong dichotomy, especially in a controversial-
issues area, would naturally suggest a U-gshaped distribution,

rather than a bell-shaped one, on an agree-disagree sort
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for anyone who felt strongly about a particulax» situation
or issue, (It would require empirlcal verification, but
the question is raised ac to whether the general "U" shapes
vfreely" chosen by the subjects in Jénes' study might not
have besen roughly inherent in the combination of ltems
gelected for sorting,) The practices of strongly dichoto-
mizing ltems for sorting is doubly dangerous because while
it tends to damage the base of absolute zero of "notl matter-
ing" (which establishes the comparability of responses) it
also calls into question the validity of using a bell-
shaped distribution. Using & forced-normal distribution
with a strong dichotomy in the items would appear to be
valiai4r eninida
The building~in of neutral items is thus an important
part of the support for using & bell-shaped Q distribution,
It should be noted before we leave this discussion
of shape that Stephenson rarely uses what is usually thouslt
of as a normal shape--such as (1, 2, 3, %, 5, 4%, 3, 2, 1)
-=but rather suggests, and uses himself, a flattened, platiy-
kurtic shape such as (3, 5, 6, 6, 6, 8, 6, 6, 6, 5, 3).
The more flattened curve apparently allows for more inter-
{tem discrimination., That, according to Livson and Nichols,

36

increases the test-retest reliability of a sort, Livson
and Nichols suggestion that as the number of inter-item
diseriminationsrises the test-retest reliability will in-

cyease or at least not fall, coupled with Stephenson's sug-




gestion that "a minimum of 10 classes ls advisable, for a
flattened, platykurtic distributionxu37 indicates that a

bare minimum of piles or classes in the typically odd-

numbered sort would probably be 9, ahd 11 a more suitabdble
minimum, A flattened (platykurtic) bell-shaped distriou=
tion shuuld probably be used rather than a strictly "nor-
mal* one, In any event the choice of siiape should be ex-
plained relative to a particular study, and supported by

the structure of the itenms,

Item Selection

The question of how to build reutral items into a
sort raises the question of criteria for item selection,

Anything which helps to expand the variability of
neaning anongst items, which inpuis more shades of meaning
into them; while still keeping them tied to the central
theoretical/thematic conception of the sort, should help
to build in "neutrals", The obvious procedure for accom-
plishing thie is the balanced~block, factorial design
which is what Stephengon suggests, “The disténsive zZero
is taken care of, uszually, when a balanced gtructured design
is employed" in generating sort items.38

In a situation where several variables are being
built~-into a sort, the balancing of these in a conscious
block design should help to spread out the shades of mean-

ing of the theoretical variables such that the extreme posi-




tions do not dominate and a good many more nominal posi-
tions are reflected, Where one does not have the kind of
theoretical solidity to build a balanced block design one
is still rrobably aware of the general components of the
situation and can include in the items a sufficlient num-
ber of different potentiél veriables related to the cen-
tral question to mitigatie against the U-shaped bias of a
strong Jichotomy, Kerlinger gives the example of a

study which divided the items up between six different
videal” types of mens theoretical, economic, aesthetic,
social, political, and religious.39 The assumption, or
hope, i# that for a given personality, one type will
evoke strong affinity, eanother strong disassociation and
the broad remainder reactions somewhere in the middle,
One can 2lso help the "normalness" of the shape by pre=-
selecting persons who belong to the types, e.g., ministers,
bankers; artists, etc,

The use of an essentially unstructured sort on the

other hand may call into question the validity of using a
bell-shuped distribution and limit a study, If an unstruc-
tured sort is the only kind that can be put together, one
might consider using a "free sort" approach of some type,
although this will complicate comparisons and computations,
dttdt
Another caution in item makeup is to control for

the social desirability (or health/sickness) of itens,
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b1 and

According to studles by Edwards and Horst.uo Edwards,
Kogan et al.'n2 social desirability of the items definitely
affects sorting. Edwards found that "one might predict
fairly successfully, on the average,‘the Q sorts of sub-
jects, provided only that we have available the social
desirability scale valueg of the items used in obtaining
the Q sorts.“’""3 Kogan et al found that social desirability
and health/sickness were essentially the same variable and
suggested a way to vpartial out" the effects of these
variables after the sortings.uu The process is cumbersonie
however and they strongly suggested controlling for the
factor beforehand in the item selection,

b

Two final topics that should be mentioned with re=-

spect to item makeup are reliability and discriminatory

potential, A good deal has been said about the stability,

or sort-resort reliability, of various kinds of Q=-tech-

niques, Quite often it is the variance in the placement
of items that is tested for reliability; and this can be
done in a pre-test of the items with a few trial-sorters,

. ta—

However, if one goes back to post-test for reliability,

item reliability may not be as important as overall fac-

tor reliability, Harris suggests that, clinically, "meaning-
ful relations exist not in overt tehavior (the item=content

of the Q-sorts) but in underlying dynamics (the factors)“u5;
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and notes that iIn situations such as psychological self-

ideal-self sorts over time an individual might "choose

quite different Q-sort items to express an enduring in-

46 Thus in cer=

congruence between self and ideal-self,"
tain situations one may want to check for underlying fac-
lor reliability,

One place where this may occur is with regard to

the discriminatory potential of items. Discriminatory

potential is probably best understood in relation to the
concept o.f "consensus,"” An item 1s a "coansensus item" when
all the sorters place that item into essentially the .
same position in their Q-arrays, (If, on the other hand,
an item is placed into a wide range of sorting categories
by the different subjects, it can be said to have dis-
criminatory potential,) When an item is a consensus item
one possiule interpretation is that the sorting group
shares something in common, and the consensus items can
be analyzed to identify basic cross-group similarities
(or factors), |

If the number of consensus items is very high, howe
ever, as it was in some of the articles studied, an alter-
nate interpretation is possible--that the items were not
very discriminatory, They were not "sensitive” enough to
the issue to identify the real differences between sorters,

The basic validity of a study is in question in such a




situation: do the results really measure wh:1 they say they
do? Replication with an alternate set of /. ug for under-
lying factor reliability amongst the sorters would seem ap-
propriate for settlement of this queétion in a high con-
sensus situation,

How high is "high"? This survey used 2 simple
nguesstimate" guideline that more than 50% consensus
might suggest another look at the item makeup, and pos-
sible replication, depending on the study. A good alterna-
tive, of course, would be to pre-test the items for thair

discriminatory potential.u7

Subject Selection

The choice of subjects can help to assure that &
sort will reflect what it is designed to do., Since the Q
procedure is usually designed to rrovide data on personal
attitude groups, and since it is usually not practicable
to uge @ with populations much over 200 because of the na=
ture of the techniqus, and since it is often useful to
have some foreknowledge of the characteristics of the per-
sons who will do the sorting, subject selection should be
purposive, rather than random, in most instances,

In addition the limitations to the generalizability
of the findings should be noted, With Q one does not
usually have perfect random sampleg of some vast universe,

With subjects, as with statictics, a rough approximation is




sufficient for 's purposes, wWhat i1s essential when one chooses
X 10 bte part of the study is, as Stephenson puts it, "a good
theory and faith that there are plenty more cases where X came

from.““8

it
On the basis of the preceding discussion, and a review
of the general literature on w-method, tk=2 following "Criteria
for the Assessment of Q-Technique with Communication Studies"
have been compiled and applied to the thLi ‘ty mass communications

articles using @ which are reported in Aprendix A (pages 54=57).

Criteria for the Assessment of Q-Technigue with

Communication Studies

I, Baslc Considerations

1. The selection of & for use with the study is
justified, There is some explanation of 'why ", offered
with respect to the particular study.

2, Individual persons accomplisi: the sorts rather

thah things or groups of people. (liacLean to the contrary;
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see discussion on pp. 28-30.)

3, The similarity of persons is expressed "by a
correlation based on ipsative scales, i.e., scales on
which people have distinguished between items and not
necessarily scales which distinguish between people on any

. [}]
normative basis of individual differences,

II, Item Selection
1. The items are chosen so that "many statements

do not matter to the subject, and so that there are as

many for him to agree with as . . . to disagree with."so

2, If a forced bell-shap:d distribution is used
the items for sorting are not strongly dichotomous in
makann.

3, A structured design, such as bslanced-block
factorial design, ls used for +the selection of sort
items; and if not balanced-block there is an explanation
of the item selection process,

b, If an unstructured sort is used its limitatlions
are noted,

5, The social desirability (sickness/health) vari-
able is controlled for,

6. There are a sufficient number of items “for
stabillty and statistical reliability,but not so many as
to overwhelm the respondents. rrobably from 55 to 75 items

are ideal;"5l 60 are usua1;52 and one can probably go asg
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low as 40 if the items are culled from a larger selection.s3
7. The items are pre-tested for:
a) minimum amount of intra-subject variabillity
(reliability)
b) maximum amount of inter-subject variability

(discriminatory potential),

III, Subject Selection
1., The subject selection procedure is described or
a rationale is provided,
2, The extent or limitations on the generalizability

of the findings from the subject group is noted,

Iv, Distribution Design

1. Tha shana of tha diatritmtion fe ennnantad hr
item design, i.e,, & balanced-block design building in
"neutrals" with bell-shapes; a dichotomous item makeup
with a U-shapey a basically unstructured item makeup with
a free sort,

2, There is an explanation given of why a particu-
lar shape was used, |

3. A platykurtic distribuvion is used, rather than
a strictly "normal® one, to enhance interitem discrimina-
tions, |

4, There are 2 bare minimum of 9 sorting piles, or

categories (but hopefully 11 or more),




Ve Analytic Treatment of Data
1, The statistical limitations of Q-data per se,
are recognized, (i.,e., that Q data is not strictly para-

metric; or that the parametric correlation coefficients

end factor analysis and/or analysis of variance are pro-
viding only approximate date when used with Qj or that
vindependence" is lacking in the decision-making, etc,)

2, The statistical tools for analysis are clearly
1dentified@ (Pearson's "r"” and factor analysis are usually
used and Stephenson recommends hand-rotation of factors,

If some other tools or techniques are used their srpropri-
ateness for use with the study should be discussed,)

3. Analveis of Variance is not normallyv usaed hee
cause of lack of independence in the data and difficulties
in establishing the equality of intervals and homoscedes=
ticlty,

4, IF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE IS USED:

a) the level of significance is ,01 or higher

b) a larger number of items is included in the
sort; (cf. Item Selection II:t6 above=-probably 75 or go is
sufficient,)

5. The factors are analyzed in terms of the postue
lated "theory" bullt into the set of items.5u

6, If reliability was not established in pre~-testing,

there is some post-test measure of it,
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7. Depending on » gtudy, more than 50% "consensus"
items suggests a relook she item makeup and possible re-
plication with alternate .ems for verification through

"factor reliability.”.
Discugssion of Resulti s Techniques and Fundtions

Techniques

Thirty articles using Q or a clear variation thereof
were published in English in the mass communications re-
lated journals during 1953-1972, The majority of articles
followed the basic Q-sort pattern with persons sorting items
into some kind of distrib;tion on some given criterion,
(These are marked with an "S" in Table 1), However at

least three significant variations on the basic process

occurred,

Table 1 about here

Pirst, gix articles (MeGuire 19, Atwood and MacLean
22y MacLean et al 25; MacLean and Hazard 30 Harless 6 & 7)
used a lodified-Free=-Sort (MFS), In this approach persons
do not sort items into a forced distribution on a comparas-
tive basis, but rather respond to a questionnaire (usually
by mail) rating questionnaire items on some numerical scale
(0 to 9 for example), The questionnaire dats are later transe-

lated into a Q matrix/array and factor analyzed by the re-




searchers, MacLean noted that in some cases this method
yielded highly similar results to the typologies gathered
using the traditlonal Q-sorts.55 He stresses that when
using this approach it is important.to provide instruc-

tions which encourage comparative responses to the items

and which start the subject "thinking in a normal dis-
tribution pattern®, such as 1
You'll probably find a few of these which you
will want to agree with very strongly and a few
which you will disagree with very strongly.
Probably most will be intermediate for you.
Read through all the ltems before you begin to

]

nkn tham onAd than dwr +a think af tham in rea
lation to one another.56

This approach has basic roots in Q. However, there are
potentizl differences, The NFS uges & “"free sort" pat-
tern and relies on getting a “"normal" distribution by

virtue of the instructions and by chance, Also the ltem

responses are probably not as directly comparable to

each other ag are "sort" responses, However the approach
has the basic advantages of being generally faster and
easier to administer; the study data can be secured by
mail, and there can be a larger number of respondents,
When there are a large number of respondents, how=
ever, the baslc factor analysls in an NF5 study is often

perforaed on only a portion of them, In the MFS studies




by MacLean, for example, the total respondents ranged
from 304 to 637 (422, 25, 30). However the number actually
analyzed to identify factors, was similar to that used in
a typlcal Q-sort operation: 100 or sb. The additional
respondents were later correlated with the factors.57

A second variation suggested by MacLean for work-
ing with Q in communication studies seems inappropriate,
This is his suggestion that “in place of persons,we might
use newspapers, communities, counties, nations--in fact,
any units for which we can obtain systematic, codable des-
criptive data."s8 This sounds en*‘'cing--an application

of Q to such things as content analysis for example, The

ap'r}rnonh woe ninlald vim hir ToaWnan Tam (2) PAv a A~antant
& - - v . . . .

analysis of "Editorial Support and Campaign News." His
study seems to demonstrate the fallacy of this kind of ap-
proach to Q, The basic problem is that when data from
some source other than a person s used, the absolute

zero value, that Stephenson insists makes the scoring

of different individuals comparable, is lost., With people
one can assume that "the zero on all scales is the same
absolute value for everyone"sg--the point of not mattering,
But how can one assert that about the content of a news-'
paper for example? What gets into newsprint is by defini-
tion something that matters, And the Lee study in fact
attempted to "reduce the neutral category by making the

60

assumption that exposure is a positive value," When
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such date is translated into a Q-array (a set of scores),
the supposition of a neutral pile is hard to maintain.,

In Lee's article there is no guarantee, and good
reason to doubt, that the intervals between the piles in
the Q arcay would be equal, With no zero point for com-
parison and the lack of an equal interval the data are
clearly reduced to the level of ordinal ranks,

The basic fallacy 1s to assume that "newspapers are
complex individuals with their own particular personalities"

ag Lee dces.é1

or to assume the same thing about communie
ties or counties or the like, 1t is handy to anthropo-
morphize non-human items and aggregates of people for ease
of commmication but once we 211 inta treating thinse An
groups as individual people we have fallen for our ovn
rhetoric--and taken analogies for truths,

With a sort by people the itewms are extraneous to
the sorters--at least in the immediate test situation--
and they can respund through all the degrees of atiitude
from pro through neutral to cori, However, data that com=-
prise both the items list and the "sort scores", have no
neutrality. All of the items do matter in terms of the
something, or else they would not be part of it. .And the
simple absence of an item from a gource cannct be taken
as meaning that it doesn't matter, In the example of

the newspapers, the omission of some item from a given

paper might reflect a negative bias such that the paper




intentionally omits it, The fact that the question of
which omitted items “"count" and which are of "no matter"
can be seriously raised, indicates that a solid, com=
parable zero point among the "sorters" has been lost,

It should be clear that there are serious deficiencies
with this approach to Q,

Stdies by Donahew and Singh (14), and Grunig (15)
represent a third variation on Q which appeared in the
literature, These studies differed significantly from
the usual Q process, Rather than comparative ratings of
itehs in o sort, or on a questionnaire form, these two
studies utilized a series of test administered to the
subjecis, In Grunig's for example subjects were asked

why they did or did not perform a particular activity and

then their responses were coded by the researcher into one
of four "decision categories”, An average score for each
category was determined, and the scores for the total
group were factor analyzed, A considerable amount of
normative data (expenses, taxes, etc.,) was also collected
and utilized; Donahew and Singh's study was similar,

While the subjects were analyzed into "types", and
the data reflected some attitudinal preferences on the part
of the subjects, those appear to be the only concrete con-
nections to Stephenson's Qemethod in these studies, The

subjects were essentially rated for comparison, They did




not rate other things in a comparative manner, No dise

tribution, forced or free, of comparative discriminations
was involved; and the comparability of the subjects' data
was certainly not based on any distensive zero point of
neutrality, or "it doesn't matter,”

For these reasons these studies probably do not be-
long in this survey, Donahew specifically disassociated
his study from Stephenson's use of Q to align wita the

62 However it was felt that all

"R espoused by Cattell,
studies thch identified themselves as "Q" in the litera=
ture should be included for comprehensiveness and compars=
bility and to avoid confusion. For purposes of identifi-
cation these two studies were labeled with Catell's term:
Q Factor Analysis (QFA),
With respect to the enalytic treatment of data, the
primary method was some form of factor analysis, Stephen-
son recommends hand-rot:stion of factors to allow for a
more subjective, abductive approach 4o the data, But moni
of the studies herein used some other approach, Two stuuies
(12, 19) used linkage analysis, According to lcQuitty,
linkage analysis "sometimes yields results very similar to,
or identical with, those of rotated factor-analytic solutions."63
Its primary assets are gpeed and objectivity, In addition a

large number of studies made use of a computer program,

QUANAL, or some sub-part thereof, developed by Norman Van




gt 0Py AL

Tubergen of the University of Kentucky with Vincent Farace

and Malcolm MacLean, .

Functions

Q method wss used in the mass communications litera-
ture to perform essentially five basic functions reflect-
ing five basic questions, The functions, questions, and

64

articles are identified below, Some articles used Q in

more than one way.,

1) State-of-Affairs “Who thinks what about XYZ

(a state of affairs, practice, or thing) and why?"
1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 19, 22, 25, 30,
2) 1Issues "Who has what preferences or attitudes
Vit Wig Loous tan Tup=iu=vlic=als vastovie ul cunbiuveiroy’)
of XYZ and whyT?*
6./7, 8y, 9, 12, 20,

3) Gatekeeping "On what basis do they decide to

use XYZ or not?"
10, 13, 16, 17, 21, 27,
4) Congruence "Does XYZ really reflect what ABC

believes or prefers?" "How does ABC compare with himgelf

on another sort?"
2s 110 23, 240 26- 27, 28,

5) Prediction "Who is best at predicting XYZ's

preferences?"

10. 18' 21. 270
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State-of-Affairs and Issues studies were very much alike

and together reflect half of the studies (9 + 6 =15). These
all involved establishing "typologies" of persons. Harless
(6/7) used this approach to determine groups for experimen-
tal study,

The Gatekeeping studies typically involved a magazine

or newspaper and how the editors, or hypothetical editors,
would determine which articles, pictures, etc. to include,
Clyde and Buckalew quote iMacLean to the effect that:

The sorting procedure closely resembles the

gatekeeper decision procecs, This is because

the editor compares all the items in a given
POOL, Uhlil L4GoLgnus uhew priuriiies vl values.65
Editoriel decisions were not the only use for this format
however; Ellingsworth (29) tested the ugefulness of various

sections of a newspaper for teachers' classroom use.

The Congruence studies were some of the most inter-

esting surveyed, Two of the experimental studies (11 & 26)
which used Q as the primary technique and analysis of vari-
ance involved this approach, This function was also used

in conjunction with content analysis (2, 23, 23, 28)s @

duo which provides solid data for beefing up the "so what"
which can greet so many content analysis efforts. Ferrulo's
use of this approach (26) was closest to the classic psycholog-

ical self-idealeself use of Q,
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The Prediction studies are fairly self-explanatory.

The basic thread in most was whether the people who are
supposed to be predicting other people's preferences
(i,e,, editors) are any good at it; MacLean (27) portrays
a novel approach for improving an editor's prediction quo-

tient,

Djscussion of Results: liethodological Criteria

Almost all of the Q studies surveyed satisfied the
basic censiderations, However, three studies, all of
which used variations from the basic sori procedure, viola~
ted one or more of the basic considerations, Lee's (2)
adoption of MacLean's suggestion, using things rather than
resl persons for accompiisning sorts, has aiready been
criticized, (cf. pps 28 & 30 above), Donahew and Singh
(14) and Grunig (15) were also previously discussed (p.
25 above) and their differences from basic Q noted. Both
used normative as well as ipsative data, They inherently

did not build neutral elements into the data,

Table 2° about here

Use of a balanced-block design of some type was
accepted as working to build in "many statements that do
not matter" etc, on the basis of Stephenson's affirmation

that such a design would usually take care of establishing




the distensive zexo of the sort, Basically unstructured sorts
were taken as not working in this manner, It should be noted
that none of the authors studied explicitly stated that they wvere
in fact trying to build such a pattem into £he ivems,

On the whole a sutficient number of items were used in most
studies to raise no questions about the instrument's ability to
evoke a sufficient number of discriminations--similarly with the
number of plles used. Those studies which were weak in these

areas can be noted in Tables 1 and 3,

Table 3 about here

Qubient crlantian nracerduwee wara cenerally dacnrihed 4n
sufficient detail (21 out of 30 articles) but there were very few

comments about the limitations on generalizability., In fact about

half of the studies, 16, rated only minimally U«; and this only

because th:y .1d not extend their findings beyond the group studied
or used tentative language such as "the data sugzest that some
XYZ's feel thus and so." These were accepted as implying limita-
tions, A tew lowever were quite specific, notably MacLean #30
and #25, Rucker #20, and Cathcart #12., Those who were rated neg-
atively (x) on this criterion appeared to generalize their findings

without noting any limitations,
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Table 4 about here

The statistical limitations of Q data were essen-
tially ignored or unrecognized by the bulk of the studies
(24 out of 30), This is uﬁfortunate since the gtudies ap=
pear in scholarly journals where other studies use the
same statistical tools with assumriions of parametric
precision thatare not warranted in the case of Q,

Statisiical tools were generally identified, alw
though in a few cases 1ittle was 98n.ld except that inter-
correlations and factor analysis ware performed, This was
not considered sufficient since it is theoretically pos-
8ible wu use none-parametric factor analysis with Q66 and
there are various rotational procecures -etc, which might
evoke differeul kinds of factors, 1In any event replica-
tions and data verificatlon checks would not be possible
with such skimpy information,

Table 5 about here

On the whole it appears that, in communications
studies ut least, the warnings to stay away from analysis
of variance with Q are generally being heeded, Only two
studies used analysis of variance and both on the whole were

Quite well done (although Brown #11 had a relatively small




item sample), They noted statistical limitations, par-
ticularly re: independence of sorts, and both used the
higher ,01 significance level, Both were experimental dew

signs. Ferrullo's (#26) was in fact one of ‘the best de-

signed and articulated studies surveyed with a very good
introductory section on Q method.
The major, consistent, trouble spots have to do
with item and shape design and ¢he question of validity,
Two-thirds of the studies surveyed clearly built in
some sort of stiructure to their 1tem design (c¢f, Table II),
Thus, in communication studies at least, items are not
genérally just "slapped together* as IMilholland criticized.67

However when an unstructured design was used there wag no ,

discussion of limitations which this might potentially pre-
sent for a study. Thls absence of comment we would suggest
as being related to a major problem--that a relation Le-
tween distribution shape and itern: design is not generally
recognized--or at least rot vertalized, None of the studies
surveyed contained any refersncs to such a relationship

and in 4 out of 15 of the studiss for which a clear yes/no
answer was discernible, there appeared to be a conflict bee
tween item design and the shape chosen for the distribuﬁion
(cf, Table 6 ), In judging the articles LhLe use of a non=-

dichotomous gtructured sort was considered as providing

"item-design support" for a forced bell-shaped distribution,

Rucker's study (#20) was rated marginally acceptable in
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this area, Although he used a basic dichotomy in the item

design with an issue which was.strongly dichotomous, he
also balanced in other themes of relevance to the topic
which probably served to mitigate agalnst the sharpness

of the dichotomy, A glance at Tables 1-6 indicates

that, on the whole, the design of his study was quite gcod,

Tatie 6 about here

|
It should be noted that none of the studies reported any

conscious attempt to build "neutrals" into the sort nor
any recognitlon of a relation between the structure of the
item design and the shape of the distribution utilized,
Only one study, (Ferullo 20), offered any explanse
tion of why a particular distribution was adopted, Of
those ugsing some variation of a bell~shaped gurve, ouly
two researchers came close to using a platykﬁrtic dise
tribution one of whom was Stephenson himself, It appears
that on {the whole Vittenborn's criticism that the quasi-
normal shape 1ls used generally, and without much thought
as to why, sgeems warranted.68 Ag vias noted earlier, disw
regard for the link between shape and item design runs
the risk of damaging the validity of a study.

The gocial desirability of the items for sorting

(Table 3 ) was not mentlioned in eny of the studies and it

can only be assumed that on the whole it was probably
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never adjusted for, either before or after the sortings,

This, if Edwards et al, are correct--and this survey found

nothing in the literature to suggest that they aren't--
is a serious omission and potentiaily calls into the gques-
tion the validity of the studies,

Reliability is apparently all too often ignored i..

Q studies (Tables 3 & 5), Only one of those studies
(Flymn #8) did an item reliability pre-test and none re-
ported ahy post=test reliability‘check. Similarly the
question of the discriminatory potential of the items was
generally left untested; and in some casesg it was an impor-
tant question,

With respect to the level of consensus (all sorters
sorting an item into essentially the same position) the
studies ranged from a low of zero consensus (Ellingsworth
#29) to a high of 76% consensus in the studies by Clyde and.
Buckalew (#16) and Buckalew (/17) (Table 5), Both of these
appear to have used the same set of items, and 49 out cf
the 6l items were found to be consensus items in each case,
As noted earlier, one has to ask whether such a result
proves that the subjects were basically alike-~or simply
‘that the items were not very discriminatory., (It is to
the authors' credit that they called attention to this ques-
tion themselves.)69 Replications of the aforementioned

two studies should probably be performed before their ree
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sults are relied upon,
it

It appears on the basis of the precedins discussion, that
the issuc of what would be generally termed validity is a major
trouble spot with ¢ studies in communieations. flost of the serlious
problen areas have to do with item construction and shape of the
distribution used. Control for the social desirabllity (sickness/
health) of items seems to be the most resularly overlooked factor
in iten des%gn. and a serious and potentially damaging omission in the
communicati?n studies using ¢ published thus faxr, Secondly the
apparent lack of awareness of the relation between item design and
distribution shape, which sugsests a lack of awareness of the
inportance of "neutrals" in ¢-sorts, is the major problem in the
techulcel use of lhe hethod,

Apparently the majority of communication.studies using
) methodologzy to date have relied largely upon a kind of “face"
validity-~basically assuming that "the taing Jjust means what it says
it means" and that people would Jjust '"naturally" sort things into
a "noriial' distribution, A roview of the literature Lowever, sugsests
that such assumptions about the workings of y=method really cannot,
and should not, be made without support, It is time that 4 studles

in mass comunications research started to consclously build some

validity support into their desi-ns and anclysis,
pp )




Summary
This study set ocut to review the uses and abuses of
Q method in published communications research since the ap-

pearance of Stephenson's bench-mark text, The Study of

Behavior, twenty years ago,

A number of methodological issues were discussed,
The use of parametric statistics, free vs, forced sort, dise
tribution shape, number and makvup of items, and subject
selection, the importance of building items that "do not
matter" into sorts, and the relation between distribution
shape and item design were given particular attention,

The survey found thirty muss communications studies,
published in English, in the scholarly journals related to
mass communications, They used four @ techniques: 1) the
Traditional Sort, 2) the Modified Free Sort using a ques=-
tionnaire format, 3) a'tacLean" variation testing objects
rather than persons, and 4) Q Factor Analysis, reflecting
Cattell's rather than Stephenscn's viewpoint on Q, The
studies used Q for performing five basic functionsgs 1) State
of Affairs preferences, 2) Issues preferences, 3) Gatekeep=
ing; L) Congiuence, and 5) Predicbion.

The studies were critiqued individually for theif
performance in five methodologicnl areass basic considera-
tions, iltem selection, subject selection, distribution de-
sign, and analytic treatuent of data, lethodologically

the prime frouble spots were in 1) item design and 2) sup=




port for the choice of distribution shape, Validity should

be a watch-word for future users of Q,

Overall Q-method appears to be a tool with a variety
of uses for social recearch in mass communications; but
this study suggests that its operative design must be proper-
ly constructed and the. limitations of its statistical pro-

cedures clearly noted, if it is to be used most fruitfully,
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Table 1

Techniques and Supplementary Data on
Communication Articles Using Q

Technique No, No. No, Distribution
Items Piles Subjects Shape
1=qutfner ceecerveceoceecee S 60 i1 52 QN
2-Lee ve00ceessscsssseseee M 90 - 10 -
3-Van Tubergen et al +.e0es S 30 9 24 N -
4-Sandexs voia0000000see O ’4‘9 11 135 <N

;“Meyer seceessscsssecsee O 60 - ’4‘3 -

6 7-Harless vevossecsccscseee [EFS 30 15 84 Free
B'B‘lynn P T T - 48 - 29 QN
9"Larkin se0esasseessreses O 6“’/80 - 24 -

1 0-Atwood 0000000000000 0es O :\4 i1 53 Q,N
11-Brown 0eeecsecsecsetesee O 48 11 36 QN
12-Cathcart seseioceseosseee S 48 11 32 N
13-Patterson et al ,,00000¢ S 24 7 4 -
i"-l--DonaheW et al tececscee WA L1 - 163? -
15'Gmnig sescccevcssesccee QFA 62 - 88 -
16-Clvde et al ssssssssssnss § 64 11 18 N
17"5‘401’.&18?! ¢eecteccecsceccce S 6’.} - 12 -
18=-Atwo0d eeeecevccccscsceee S 78 i1 337 QN
19=kcGuire eeocecrveeccoccee MFS 32 9 55 Free
20-Rucker e000csvscssccssse S 56 i1 42 Flaty.,
21=Lassahn eeeceecerecccecee S 48 - 61 -
22-Atwood et al eesesccsces MFS 48 9 467 Free
23=Clarke et al seeccceeceee § 30 5 40 Rect,
24-B0rnholdt eeceve0cscccoceee 3 48 - 80 -
25-MacLean et al cecesrsecee MF3 s - 11 637 Free
26-Femllo eesesescecccccee S 100 9 60 QN
27=-Maclean et al eeooocceeee S 60 i1 3 N
28-Stephenson  sesesesessese S 48 11 40 Flaty.
29-Ellingsworth eeeecescess S 60/60 = 22/24 N
30-Maclean et al eseoccoseees HMKS E) 5 304 Free
Keyt

S = basic Q sort

MFS = modified free sort

M = Maclean variation _

QFA = Q factor analysis (Cattell)

QN = quasi-normal distribution

N = normal distribution

Platy. = platykurtic distribution

Free = free sort, no forced distribution
Rects = rectangular distribution

data not provided or unclear
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Table 2

Criteria Analysis-Basic Considerations

1 2 3
Justification Individual's Correlation
of ¢ use sort based on

ipsative Bcales

1-Ruffnexr eceececvecececcsocecoe

2=Lee ssv000000000000000000000

3-Van Tubergen et al eeeocscoe

LoSanders seeescceceessoiocene

S-Meyer 0000000000000 0( 000000
6/?-Harless 0000000000 0000000000

8~Flynn 00000000 00000000 00000

9-Lark1n 0000000000000 0000000
10«AtW0o0d oseeeceseceseccsccnne
11-BYrown eececcecececcccsccces
12=Cathcart eeececcocoecccsccsces
13-Patterson et a8l eceeccccecee
1u'D0naheW et 3l ecevevvvvvenee
15<Grunig oeeececcooceccccccnne
16-Clyde et 3l ceoccrceorervecee
1?'Bu0kalew 000000000000 0000 00
18=-Atwo0d eeeesseerceccesessee
19'MCGu1re 000000000000 0000 000
20=RUCKEY oso0evececccccccccses
21-Lassahnl  ecocevveoccsccccnne
22-Atwo0od et al seeeseececsecee
23—Clarke et 2l seseeccccceccce
2U<Loxrnholdt eseev.orecocccsces
25‘“&CLean et al .eeecsecccree
26-FeTUll0 sesecesocrcscesrcse
27~MacLean et al oceeeveccnnne
28-Stephenson 0001000000000 000
29«E11lingsworth ciceceococcone
30-Machean et 8l sevevconceeses

3 0%k ok ok ok kM X X kXN ok ok k k kXN ok ok kM x kM k Xk kx Xk
% ok %k %k %k %k %k %k %k k %k k 3k % % ¥ ¥k k sk k k k k k *k ¥k kX *
%k ok k ok % ok %k oF %k k k k k k kX X %k k ¥ k k *k k k ¥k %k K *x

Key¥
* = Yes or present

## @ (onditionally acceptable
X = No or not present
- = Not applicable
? = Data unclear or unspecified
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Table 4
Critexria Analysis-Subject Selection

1 2
Procedure - Limitations
describved noted
1-Ruffner sessestensccese ¥ X
2-Lee sececcsssccensraes ¥ *
3-Van Tubergen et 8l ceeeeee *¥ "
l-Sanders secececseseccses ¥ *
/S-Meyer te00tsecrveseesseees A X
6 7-Harless seessectecsseces ¥ "
8'?1m 00000000000 00000 * *
9'Larkin 0000000000000 00 00 * *
1 0=-Atwood secessess - scessees ¥ *x
11'Br°"n 000000000000 00000 * bl
12-Cathcart tessosnessosnes ¥¥ *
13-Pa.tterson et al seseeeeee X *
14-Donahew et al eoesesenee ¥ ol
15‘Gm1g Leeeessscesssees ¥ *
16-Clyde et al sevecseesee X *e
47 M™oialea Y oo M ')
b AD 000000 sneesee
18-Atwood seecessssecsesee X% *
19-“0’3“11‘3 0000000000000 LR o
20«Rucker se0esesesesente * *
21-Lassahn teescscscsenee ¥ e
22-Atwood et 81 seseescreces ¥ o
23-Clarke et al soee00sesces ¥ *
ZU-Bothldt 00000000000 x X
25'”&01‘8&!\ et al veseeseeee ¥ *
26'Fem110 " eeeessecovecons ¥ e
27'“%01;8&0 et al 000000000000 ** "%
28'Stephens°n eeeeiencsvenes ¥ *
29-E111ngsWorth ,eeeeescecee ** ok
BO-I'Xacbean et al 0000000000 * *

Key
* = Yes Or present

#% = Conditionally acceptable

X = No or not presgent

- = Not applicable

? = Data unclear or unspecified
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APPENDIX A
Q ARTICLES IN COMMUNICATION RESEARCH

Articles are lizted chronologlically,
% = Research brief,

1972 1-Ruffner, Marguerite Anne, "Women's Attitudes Toward Pro-
gressive Rock Radio", Journal of Broadcasting 17:1:85=
o4k, (State of Affairs

2=lee, Jae-won, "Edltorial Support and Cempaign News: Con-
tent Analysis by Q-Method", Journalism Quarterly 49: 4
710-716, Followed lMacLean's (726) suggestion and used
newspapers as "persons" and their performance scoreg in
content categories as "test items", (Congruence)

3-Van Tubergen, G. llorman and Karen Friedland., "Preference
for Comic Strips Among Teenagers", Journalism Quarterly
49ilts P45-750, (State of Affairs)., ¥Unctructured,

k-Sanders, Keith P, "Q Study of Editors' Attitudes Toward
Journalism Research", Journalism Quarterly 49: 3: 519-
530, (State of Affairs),

S5-leyer, William G, "Q-Study of Attitudes Toward Rock Fog-
tival in Iowa Tovm", Journalism Quarterly 49: 2: 351

2EA (Qrrmden Ad A OOmLan s X
- o . YR A - -

cemmena e W 4 @

6=-Harless, James D, "The Inpact of Adventure Fiction on
Readers: The Nlce-Guy Type", Journalism Quarterly 49,
21 306-315, See number 7,

7= o "The Impact of Adventure Fiction on
Readerss The Tough-Guy Type*, Journalism Quarterly
491 1s A5-73, Q was used for assignment of subjects
to experimental groups., (Issues),

1971 8-Flynn, James H, III, "The Ideal Television Station: A
'Q' Study", Journal of Broadeasting 16 11 65-77,
(Issues),

9=~larkin, Ernest F, "A Q-Analysis of Velues and Attitudes
Toward A@vertising", Journalism Quarterly 48: 1: 6872,
(State of Affairs; Issues).

1970 10=-Atwood, Erwin L, "How NewWsmen and Readers Perceive Each
Others! Story Preferences", Jownalicm Quarterly 47,
21 296-302, Editor were poorer predictors tlhan were
the other staffers of audience preferences, (Prediction;
Gatekeeping),




1969

1968

1967

aUELE wf/55
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o @

11-Brown, Steven R, "Consistency and the Persistence of
Ideology: Some Experimental Results", Public Opinion
Quarterly 3%s 1 60-68, Comparison of Q sort re-
plications over time, (Congruence)

12-Cathcart, William L, "Viewer Needs and Desires in
Television Newscasters", Journal of Broadcasting
144 1 5562, Used linkuge analysis and unstruce
tured sort. (Issues),

13-Patterson, Joye, Laurel Booth and Russell Smith, *"Who
Reads about Science?" Journalism Quarterly 461 3
599-602, (Gateikeeping).®

14-Donahew, Lewis, and B, Krishna Singh, "Communication
and Life Styles in Appalachia®, Journal of Communics-
tion 191 33 202-216, Cattell's Q nol Stephenson's,
Idﬁntified types of individuals,

15-Grunig, James E, "Information ané Declision Making in
Economic Developments Journalism Quarterly Hos 31
565575, Design similar to Donzhew's, 7fli.

16-Clyde, Robert W, and James K, Buckalew, "Inter-iedia
. Standardization: A QwAnalysis of News Editors",
Journalisn Quarterly L6: 23 349-351, 49 out of 64

rd
T h it Gt mermmaners et e cckaadandd nadtan A AN
- e en ! MRS AR SSMAANSEA AN Yo e ieaeear e . AN A A S A

discriminating ltems? (Galekeeplng),
124 &

®

17-Buckalew, James K, "A Q=Analysis of Televigsion LEdi-
tors' Decisions®, Jowrnallsm Quarterly 461 1
135-137, Probably used seme iiems es f16, 49
consensug items out of 64 raises same question,
(Gatekeeping),*

18=Atwood, L, Erwin, “Perception of Teleyision Progran
Preferences among Teenager: ana Thelr Parents®,
Journal. of Broadeagting 12 4. 377-388, (Predice
Tion ),

19-McGuire, Delbert, "Democracy's Coufrontations The
Presidential Press Conference, II", Journalism
Quarterly 4351 1 31«54, Attitudes of White House
correspondents toward the practices for presidential
press conferences, NFS Linkage analysis, (State
of Affairs),

20=Rucker, Bry-= W, “What Solutlons Do People Endorse in
Free Pre .=Falr Trial Dilemma?" Journaligm Quarterly
Wlyy 24 240-244, (Ivsues),

2l-Lassahn, Pamela Henry. "Comparison of Judgements. about




)

Agricultural Sclence News", Journalism Quarterly
bls 23 702«707, (Predictiony Gatexeeping),

22-Atwood, L. Erwin and Malcolm S, MacLean Jr. "How
Principals, Advisers, Parents and Pupils View
Journalism®, Journalism Quarterly 44: 1 ?71-78,
Used mail questionnaire, (3tate of Affairs),

1966 23-Clarke, Peter and Virginia Esposito., "A Study of
Occupational Advice for Women in Magazines" Jour-
naligm Quarterly 43 31 477-485, Used Q sorts of
readers' preferences as comparison against the find-
ings of a conlent analysig, (Congruence),

24-Bornholdt, John N, Jr., *"Should the Student Press Be
More Serious?" Journalism Quarterly &43: 3: 560«
562, Preference types compared with a content
analysis, (Congruence),*

1965 25-lacLean, lMalcolm S, Jr.,, Thomas Danbury and John T,
MeNelly, “ALEJ lMembers and Their Attitudes on
Journalism Education Issues", Journalism Quarterly
423 1: 98-107, (State of Affairs),

1963 26-Ferullo, Robert J., "The Self-Concept in Communication®,
Journal of Communication 13: 2 77-86, Q=sorts
uaad o ageertain dthn congrianca nf ael fanannanta
and perscnality traits of hetter and poorer speakers,
One of the better designed and described studlies,
(Conzruence). :

27-MacLean, Malcolm S, Tr, and Anne Li-an Kao, "“Picture
Selectiont An Editorial Game", Journallsm Guarlterly
4oy 23 230-233, The editors' ablliity to "predict”
the preference of the "average reader'--before and
after exposure to the readers sorts, (Congruencej
Prediction).*

28-Stephenson, William, "The *'Infantile' vs, the 'Sublime’
in Advertisements", Journalism Quarterly U40: 23
181-186, Comparison of reader prererences to & cone
tent analysis, (Congruence),

29=Ellingsworth, Huber W, "Teacher Preference for News
Items Used as Class lMaterials", Journalism Quartier-
ly 40: 1 87-93, (Gatekeeping).

1953 30-MacLean, Malcolm S, Jr., and William Hazard, "VWomen's
Interest in Pictures: The badger Village Study",
Journaligm Quarterly 30: 21 139-162, Not strlctly
Q@ but an early form in which the rudiments can be
seen for testing pictorial data fur interest and
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factoring for types. Good explanation of procedure,
Forerunner of the "rated data later turned into a

Q-array" (MF3) type of study, (State of Affairs),
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\}Q\i
METHODOLOGICAL ENTRIES ON Q o« VUA

N

l=Aizstasi, Anne, “Individual Differences", Annuzl Review
of Psychology. 41 137-156, (esp. pp. lH44=1457,71353,

2=Block, Jacik. "A Comparlson of the Forced and Unforced
Q-Sorting Procedures", Educational and Psychologlcal
Measuremsnt 163 431 481-093, 1956,

3=Brown, Steven R, "Bibliography on @ Technique and Its
Methodolosy", Percentual and Fotor Skills 587-613,
1968, A fairly exhaustlve bibllography of the litera=-
ture on Q to its date (1968) including sections on So-
cial Research using Q. The basic bibliography.,

4 .+ "On the Use of Variance Designs in Q

Methédology". Psychological Record 20: 179-189, 1970,

S+Butler, Jon M, and Donald W, Fiske, "Theory and Tech=-
niques of/Assessment“, Annual. Review of Psycholojy
61 327-355, (esp. pp. 331-333), 1955,

6-Cattell, Riymond I, “The Threce Basic Factor Analytic
Research Designs--Thelr Interrelations and Derivations®,
Pgychological Bulletin 49:1499-520, 1962,

7=-Cronbach, lLee J, and Goldine Gleser, "Asgessing Simi-
larity Between Proflfiles", Psycholozical Bulletin 501
456-u73o 19530

8- « Book Review of "The Study of
Behavior", Psychometrika 191 4: 327=-330, 1954,

9=Cronbach, Lee J, "“Assessment of Individual Differences®, .
Anggal Riview of Psycholozy 71 173-196, (esp. p. 176),
19J .

10-Dahlgtrom, W, Grant, "Personality", Annual Review of
Paycholozy. 211 1l-48, 1970,

ll-Edwards, Allen L. and Paul Horst. "Social Desirability
ag a Variable in Q Technique 3tudies", 2Zducational
and Psycinloglical Measurement 13:l4: 621-529, 1953,

12-Edwards, Allen L, “Social Desirabiliiy and Q Sorts",
Journal of Consultings Psychology 19: 63 462, 1955,

13-Eysenck, H,Js Book Review of "The Study of Behavior",
TheuJournal of Educational Fsychology 451 61 374-376,
1954,
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l4-Frank, George H, "Note on the Reliability of Q-Sort
Data", Psychological Report 2: 182, 1956,

15-Gaito, John, *"Forced and Free Q Sorts", Psychological
Report 101 251-254, 1963,

16-~Goodling, Richard A, and George M, Guthrie, "Some
Practical Counsiderations in Q-Sort Item Selection®,
Journal of Coungeling Psychclogy 31 1l 70-72, 19)6

17=-Guttman, Louls, "An Outline of Some New lMethodology
For Social Research", Public Opinion Quarterly
188 L"l 395"“‘0“’. (Cfo Ne ))’ 19)50

18-Harris, Robert E, "Clinical Methods: Psychotherapy",
Annual Review of Psycholozy 7 121-146, (esp, Dp.
128-128), 1956,

19-Jones, Austin, "Distributions of Traits in Current Q-
Soit Methodology", Journal of Abnormal a2nd Social
Psychology 531 1: 90-35,

20-Kelly, George A, "The Theory and Techniques of Assessw~
ment", Annval Review of Psychilogy 91 323-352,
(esp, pp, 330~331), 1938,

2l- « "Nonparametric Factor Analysis of
merm'a'l 1ty Theoriea". .Jourmal nf ™Tadividnal Pava

cholozy 197 2: 115-1k?, 1963,

22-Kerlinger, Ired N, "Q hathodolog"“. ch, 33, pp., 581~
599, Foundationg of Behavioral Researcht Educational
and Psycholozical Ingu Lry wHew Yorks Holt, Rinehart
and Winston, Inc,, 190 :

23~Kogan, Leonard 3, “Statistics", Annual Review of
Psychology. 1l 193-224, (eqpe T. 2104), 1960,

2h-Kogan, Willian Sey Robert Quinn, Albert F, Ax, and
Herbert S, Ripley. "Some mebnodological Problems
in the Quantification of Clinical Assessmznt by
Q Array", Journal of Consulting Psychology 211
1 57-62, 1957,

25-Liveon, Normen H, and Thomas F, Michols, "Discrimina-
tion and Reliability in Q-Sort Personality Descrip-
tions", Journal of Abnormal and Soclal Psycholooy

52¢ 21 159=155, 1956,

26-MacLean, Malrolm 3, Jr., "Some Multivariate Designs for
Communica.tons Research", Journalism Quarterly 42
)4' t 61“"621 ) 19650
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licQuitty, Louls I, "Elementary Linkaze Analysis fou
Isolating Orthosonal and Cblique Types and Typal
Relevancies”, iducational and isycholosical icasurenent

17+ 207-229, 1957,

Milholland, John E, "Theory and Technlques of Asscssneant",
Annual 2oview of rsycholosy 15 311=246, (esps ps 326),
)O'r.

- Neff, ilalter, S, and Jacob Usnen, "A iiethod for the Analysis
of the 3Structure and Intermal Consistency of Q-Sort Arrays",
Psycholozlcal Zulletin 6J: 51 361-363, 1967,

- Nordenstreng, Haarle, "Communicatlon Tesearch in the United
Statess A Critical rerspective", Gazzette 144 31 207-216,
(esps ps 213), 1958,

- Schlinser, iary Jane, "Cues on Q-Technique", Jourral ol
Advertising 93 3: 53-60, 1969, A soup to nuts crash course
in how~to=do=it, The best of its kind, A nust,

- Stephencon, Villian, The Stuly of Zehavicrs @-Technique
and Its ethodolexy, Ln¢cz°os The Unlversity of Chicazo
fress, 1953,

- . "Comments on Cronbtach znd Gleser's
Review of's The Study of Zehaviors Q-Technique and Iis
BEUNOUCLOSY "y 2EYCRONQTIYINA 1YY &1 JI1-333,19%¢.

- « "Independency and Ongrationicn in -
Sorting", ssychologsical Zecoxd 131 269-272, 1963,

v "Sclentific Crecd==19561" (in 3 paxts),
Psyenelozical decomd 11 1«25, 1901,

YOverational Study of a Occa sionzl
raper on vhe menncdy=-.ixon Television bebates", isychol-
ozical lecord 14: W75-l:CL, 1984,

- o The xlzv mheozl of lass Communication,
Chicagos ‘ithe Unlversity of unicago iress, 1907,
’

Travers, 3obert ii, ¥, "Individual Differences", Annual
feview of Eaycliolosy 63 137-160, (esp, pp, 147-1040),
1955,

Wittenborn, J, R, "Contributions and Current Status of
Q Lctnololouj", <aycholesieal Zulletin 508 21 152-142,
1961,
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40 - Brown, Steven R, and Donald J, 3renner (eds.). Science,
Foyeholosy and Communlcations Yosays honorins iillian
stephonson, wew forks Teachers Collefe tress, Colunbia
University, 1972,




APPENDIX C
PROCEDURE AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTER-CODEZR RELIABILITY

A Ph.D, student in communications was selected to

be alternate coder. He was provided with the following in-
structional materials:

A) The methodological discussion (pp. 4.22) with
all references to articles~to~-be-coded de-
leted,

B) The list of criteria (pp. 23 ff.)

C) Supplementary instructions for coding as follows:
Criteria IIs 1. Use of 2 balanced block design
of some type was accepicd as working to buila
in "wany stateunents that do not matter® etc. on
the basis of Stephenson's affirmation that such
a design would usually take care of establishing
the distenzive zero of the sort, 3asically-un-
structured sorts were taken as not working in
this manner,

Criteria IV: 1, In judging the articles the use

of & non-dichotomous structured sort was consie

dered as providing "item~design support® for a.
forced bell-shaped distribution,
Criteria Vi 2. When statistical tools were iden-

tified only to the extent that intercorrelations
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and factor analysis were performed, for example,
this was not considered sufficicent since it is
theoretically possible to use non-parametric
factor analysis with Q and there are various ro-
tational procedures etc, which might evoke dif.
ferent kinds of factors, In any event replica=-
tions and dala verification checks would not be
possible with such skimpy information,
The alternate coder was then provided with three non-
communica%ion Q articles for practice,
. 1)4Marven O, Nelson and Edward Morris, "An Applica-
tizn of the Q-Technique to the Study of Religious Concepts",

Psychological Reports, 3 (1957), 293-297,

2) Bernard Pyron, "Belief Q-Scrt, Allport-Vernon
Study of Values and Religion", Psvchologzicul Reports, 8
(1961), 399-400,

3) William Van Dusen and William Rector, "A Q Sort

Study of the Ideal Administrator ", Jecurnal of Clinical

Paychology, 19, 2 (1963), 244,

These werc coded and then discussed with the author
for clarity of criteria, The alternate coder was then as-
signed the thirty articles for coding., His codings were
compared to those of the author. The results appear on

Pe 3 of the text.




